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Remarks General 

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the finality of the Office Action, since it is noted to 
be improper. 

The Finality of the Office Action is Improper 

Examiner expects to impose unjustified rejections without any factual evidence. 

Examiner has also introduced a new reference to Lane US 1,690,984) and hence the finality of the 

Office Action is improper. 

It is of the record that examiner has at least: 

1) . Not made a prima facie case of a "non-elected invention" (burden of examiner ) Le. has not 
articulated an alternative method to Applicant's method claims 403-416 as being patently distinct 
(seeMPEP§ 707.07(f)). 

2) . Not made a prima facie case of new matter for amendments to specification (burden of 
examiner) when Applicant had claimed "a composite material" as originally filed in c laims 6. 19. 
20.21.22. and 23. or enablement with regard to page 2: 35 USC 132(a) and 35 USC section 1 12, 
first paragraph, other than a generic MPEP paragraph stated rejection, which is not a sufficient or 
a valid reason (see 35 USC 132(a). 

4). Not made a prima facte case of anticipation (burden of examiner ) over the known merits of 
Applicant's claims with regard to the reference to Musher (2,21 7,700) (1939). This includes, but 
is not limited to, "Reference V" sent by Examiner Jyoti Chwla to Applicant (Merriam Webster 3 
pages, attached) where the PTO says a "composite material" is a "solid materia?" and the unit 
structure of Musher is anything but solid, (i.e. filed with interstices for ice cream) and, 

As such, Applicant cannot properly respond to these allegations. Thus the finality of the Office 
Action is improper.(MPEP ' 706.07(a); MPEP 808.02. Accordingly, Applicant's amendments to 
the claims are therefore proper. Applicant is entitled to a means claim(s) section 1 12 (6) and 
method claims, below, unless proven otherwise by examiner. Examiner has not proven otherwise. 
Applicant therefore respectfully requests reconsideration and removal of the Final Office Action. 
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Regarding Election/Restriction 

Claims 403*416 are said to be rejected as being independent or distinct from the invention elected 
in response filed January 18, 2003. 

On page 3 of Advisory Action, continuation of 1 1, examiner states: 

"Applicants' argument that examiners' withdrawal of method claims 403-416 for being directed to 
an invention other than elected invention is incorrect as method claims were not present at the 
time of the election and the election was made between the species of products (remarks 17-19) is 
not persuasive" 

In response, as far as Applicant is aware, the election of a species does not preclude an applicant 
from the right to a method(s) and/or a means claim(s). 35 USC Section 101; 35 USC Section 
1 12(6) Examiner has the burden to prove that Applicant's method claims are patently distinct. 
Examiner has not stated any reason why Examiner has rejected the method claims as being 
patentably distinct. Examiner has not made a showing of distinctness between the method of 
making or using the product and the product, as required. Thus the restriction cannot be required. 
As below. 

A rejection of the method claims solely for the reason of "election was made between the species 
of products" is not conclusive or valid. 

Additionally, method claims need not be present at the time of any election, contrary to the merits 
of examiner's argument. 821.04(b), as below. Furthermore, the record shows that Applicant had 
originally filed a method of making a support prior to any office action, restriction requirement, oi 
election. See original method claim 28 filed August 18, 2000. (See 821 .04(b) below.) Barring a 
prima facie case of patentable distinction from Examiner, all of Applicant's claims are proper 
unless proven otherwise. MPEP § 806.05(i); MPEP § 806.05(f); MPEP § 806.05(h). Applicant 
therefore respectfully requests reconsideration and reinstatement of Applicant's claims 403-416. 
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821 04(b) Rejoinder of Process Requiring an Allowable Product [R-5] 

Where the application as originally filed discloses the product and the process for making 
and/or using the product, and only claims directed to the product are presented for 
examination, applicant may present claims directed to the process of making and/or using 
the allowable product by way of amendment pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 12L 

806.05(t) Product, Process of Making, and Process of Using ** [R-3] 
37 CFR 1.141 Different inventions in one national application. 

Where an application contains claims to a product, claims to a process specially adapted 
for (Le., not patentably distinct from, as defined in MPEP § 806.05(f)) making the 
product, and claims to a process of using the product**, applicant may be required to 
elect either (A) the product and process of making it; or (B) the process of using. 

If the examiner cannot make a showing of distinctness between the p rocess of using and 
the product ( MPEP S 806.0SfhVL restriction cannot be required . 

808.02 Establishing Burden [R-5] 

Where, as disclosed in the application, the several inventions claimed are related, and such 
related inventions are not patentably distinct as claimed, restriction under 35 USC is never 
proper (MPEP section 806.05...) 

Regarding Amendments to Specification: 

The proposed amendments to the specification have been objected to under 35 USC 132(a) as 
said to introduce new matter into the disclosure. The added material which is said to not be 
supported by the original disclosure is as follows: the addition of "composite materiaT which is 
said to change the description from "a candy bar" to "a composite material candy bar" which is 
not the same as a generic term "candy bar^' as originally described. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees that the terminology "composite materiaT in the requested 
amendment is new matter. Examiner has presented no factual evidence for the rejection. The term 
"a composite material" is disclosed in original claims 6, 19-23, and, the material is disclosed in 
drawings 27A-27E, 29-3 1 and 13 A, and throughout the specification as "composite support 62, 
62A..~ Furthermore, the terms "composite support 5 ' and "composite candy bar," throughout the 
specification are all part of the original disclosure, as originally filed. The specification recites 
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"composite support," and is enabled to one having ordinary skill in the art. As such, the 
specification may be amended to include the terra "composite material." Please see: 2163,06 
Relationship of Written Description Requirement to New Matter ; 

"... Stated another way, information contained in any one of the specification, claims or 
drawings of the application as filed may he added to any other part of the application 
without introducing new matter " 

Applicant's specification also teaches "composite candy bar," and copious examples of composite 
material candy bars including Milky Way, Snickers, Twix, Baby Ruth, Charleston Chew, Kit Kal, 
Butterfinger, and others- Applicant's "composite material" is fully enabled to one with ordinary 
skfll in the art. As such, Applicant's requested amendment to the specification is proper. 

Furthermore, the term "composite" relates to a "material," not to an assembly of parts. (Musher) 
(Tuwien Applicants IDS) The use of the term "composite** to suggest an assembly of parts is a 
misnomer. Musher invention is not related to and does not anticipate Applicant's claims. 

Applicant therefore respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection and reconsideration and 
allowance of the amendments to the specification. 

Applicant notes and appreciates the allowance to correct the typographical error regarding 
"caramel on top of the caramel" to "caramel on top of the cookie caramel." 

Applicant's Claims are Fully Enabled to One with Ordinary Skill 
in the Art Regarding 3S USC Section 112 First Paragraph 

The claims are said to be rejected under 35 USC Section 1 12 first paragraph, for the introduction 
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of new matter by recitation of the term "composite material" in the claims which is said to change 
the description of "a candy bar" to a "composite material candy bar, " which is not the same as a 
generic term "candy bar" as originally described. 

As said many times previously, Applicant disagrees that the term, u a composite material" in the 
claims constitutes new matter. Examiner has not presented any evidence to support the rejection. 
The term "a composite material" was fully disclosed as originally filed on August 18, 2000 in 
claims 6, and in claims 19-23, amply disclosed in the specification, and in the drawings, as above. 
" Composite candv bar with caram el , whipped chocolate nougat which is dip ped in chocolate" in 
the specification clearly denotes a composite material, and "composite stick 62" with diagonally 
running ingredient materials within the composite stick clearly denotes a composite material, and 
numerous examples of composite material candy bars, such as Milky Way, Twix, and Kudos are 
used in the specification as originally filed. Examiner's rejection is improper. 

In view of this documented evidence, Applicant therefore respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
rejection and reconsideration and allowance of all the claims. 

Furthermore, 

5/2/2002 The Office Action required a restriction among : 

Species IVa, wherein the support is a candy bar 
Species IVb, wherein the support is a cookie bar 
Species IVc, wherein the support is a granola bar 

The PTO had to have read and understood original claims 6, 19-23 in order to have made the 
restriction/election, directly above. Original claims 6, 19-23 August 18, 2000, recited: 

6. The edible support of claim 1 wherein said support is a composite material, having a 
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plurality of ingredients, said edible support being suited for a plurality of configurations 
. and orientations, wherein said support is a candy bar, wherein said support is a 
cookie bar, wherein said support is a granola bar. 

19. A supported comestible comprising: 

(A) a body of edible substance, and 

(B) an edible support suitable for supporting said body, wherein said support is a 
composite material, having a plurality of ingredients, said edible support having a " 

21. The supported comestible of claim of 19 wherein said support is a candy bar, 

22. The supported comestible of claim of 19 wherein said support is a cookie bar. 

23. The supported comestible of claim 19, wherein said support is a granola bar. 

12/19/2002 The Office Action required a restriction among : 

Species I, wherein the comestible has a support as shown, e.g. in Fig. 1, or 

Species H, wherein the comestible has a plurality of supports as shown e.g. in Fig. 
35-39, and 

Species HI, wherein the support is a composite support as shown e.g. in Fig. 1, or 
Species IV wherein the support is a homogenous support e.g. in Fig. 3 

Since the wording of the restriction requirement was taken directly from original claims 6. 19-23, 
which recited "a composite material," Examiner cannot maintain that the term "a composite 
material" was not originally in the claims, is not enabled, or is new matter. Examiner cannot 
maintain the rejection as "new matter 51 when Examiner had acted upon it in 2002* It is noted that 
Examiner is self contradictory. 
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Response to Note: It is of record that the term "a composite material" is not new matter, is 
enabled, and has been acted upon to make a restriction by Examiner. 

As above, the term "a composite material" in the claims is proper, enabled, and does not introduce 
new matter. Applicant therefore respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection and 
reconsideration and allowance of the claims. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC Section 112, Second Paragraph 

Claims 383-402 are said to be rejected under 35 USC 1 12, second paragraph as being indefinite 
for the recitation of the terms : comprising a material comprising "two ingredient materials", 
"single component," "constituent ingredient materials." 

In response, the claims that included "ingredient material" "single component" "constituent 
ingredient materials," have been amended and are clear to those having ordinary doll in the art of 
edible materials and confections. 

The term "bite size" is said to be indefinite in the claims and one of ordinary skill in the art is said 
to not be reasonably appraised of the scope of the invention. 

In response, Applicant disagrees and believes that the term <6 bite size" is well known to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. In addition, issued patents including 5,800,855 to Elias for Method of 
preparing aerated gum confection (1985) mention "bite size" without dimensions either in the 
claims or elsewhere in the specification. Grocery packages of cereal, such as generic brands, and 
name brands including "A&P" (tm) of granola, and cereal, and including Nabisco bite size 
Shredded Wheat cereal, alt plainly recite "bite size." A myriad of snack and candy packages, 
including the bite size "Nestle Bites," (tm) whose exact image was repeatedly sent to Examiner, 
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are all prevalent in the art and in today's society. The term "bite size" is clear under 35 USC 
section 112, second paragraph, and is well known to one having ordinary skill in the art of edible 
materials. 

The claims are said to be indefinite for the recitation of the term "mini." 

In response, the term, "mini" has been omitted in view of the same coverage of the existing 
claim(s). 

The claims are said to be indefinite for the recitation of "composite material," under section 112, 
second paragraph. 

In response, as above. Applicant disagrees that Applicant's term "a composite materia!" is not 
definite. (See section 1 12, first paragraph, above) Examiner has not presented any factual 
evidence to the contrary, or a prima facie case to support the rejection. One having ordinary skill 
in the art of edible materials would not be confused by the term <4 a composite material/' as 
originally filed in the claims, and described in detail throughout the specification, illustrations, and 
corresponding explanations of the drawings. Also, the term "composite material" is notoriously 
known throughout the world. {See patents issued by the PTO throughout the years that rely upon 
the term "composite material.") 

Examiner Has Not Established a Prima Facie Case of Anticipation Regarding 
Musher, Feybusch, nor any Cited Art Under 35 USC Section 162 

N.B. Finality of the Next Action Is Precluded 

As above, although the Summary of the past Office Actions indicates that claims 383 - 402 stand 
rejected, the Detailed Actions omit any explanation of how any cited art anticipates these claims. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that this omission amounts to a failure to articulate a prima facie 
case of unpatentable and the burden to rebut this "rejection** has not yet shifted to the Applicant. 
Consequently, a next Office Action rejecting claims 383 - 402 cannot properly be made final since 
only then would the Applicant be obligated to rebut the rejection, presuming that such an Office 
action sets forth a prima facie case. (See MPEP ' 706.07(a)). 

Specifically, in the past Office Action, Applicant's claims 390, 394-402 "comprising a composite 
material" were said to be rejected by Examiner as being anticipated by Musher 5 s unit structure, 
without any factual evidence in support thereof, as to the merits of Applicant's claims. 

In response, Applicant conveyed that the unit structure of Musher was comprised largely of voids 
to hold ice cream, and did not at least show a "solid material." (See PTO's endorsed definition, 
below) 

As a basis for reference, Examiner's "Ref. V 09/641,410/ ( Attached) had been sent to Applicant 
from Jyoti Chawla and Keith Hendricks, i.e. endorsed by the PTO, from the Merriam- Webster's 
Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition, page 236 which defined: 

Composite 4; a solid material which is composed of two or more substances having 
different physical characteristics and in which each substance retains its identity while 
contributing desirable properties to the whole, [see attached] 

After sending this definition, Examiner(s) continue to argue and continue to reject Applicant's 
claims on the basis that Musher has anticipated Applicant's claims. Examiner had sent Ref. V. 
"Composite 4: a solid material" to Applicant as the definition of the term, "composite," but also 
has also continually rejected Applicant's claims on the basis that: the unit support structure of 
Musher, (i.e. full of and requiring a myriad of voids) shows "a composite." It is noted that 
examiner(s) are self-contradictory. 
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Examiner had not addressed Applicant's response and omitted any explanation of how the cited 
reference to Musher anticipates Applicant's "composite material." This also amounts to a failure 
to articulate a prima facie case of unpatentability and the burden to rebut this "rejection" has not 
yet shifted to the Applicant. 

Examiner again has also not specified how the method claims are patently different than claims 
383-402, as required, as above. This also amounts to a failure to articulate a prima facie case of 
unpatentable and the burden to rebut this "rejection" has not yet shifted to the Applicant, 

NJt. Additionally, the Examiner's citing the new reference of Lane et at (US 1690984) also 
precludes the next Office Action from being final and from restricting amendments to claims. 

Consequently, the Office Action rejecting the claims is improper and cannot properly be made 
final since only then would the Applicant be obligated to rebut the rejection, presuming that such 
an Office action sets forth a prima facie case. (See MPEP ' 706.07(a)). 

Hence, Applicant's amendments to the claims are therefore proper. 

Masher States by His Own Hand That He Uses Separate Materials 
In Every Part of His Support 
He Did Not Contemplate A Composite Material 

2131 Anticipation - Application of 35 U.S.C. 102(a), (b), and (e) [R-l] 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
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On 07/09/09 pg.l3 3 Examiner stated: 

Regarding the argument that Musher's support is not non-frozen" the applicant is reminded that 
the baked support and the flakes and nuts etc, as taught by Musher make the composite support 
structure, which comprises voids where the ice-cream mixture is poured and frozen. Applicant is 
further referred to page 4 of Musher, where Musher teaches molding of stick and other flake 
material into a support structure for the frozen confection and forming the structure and coating 
it. The formed and coated support structure of Musher is non-frozen prior to addition of liquid 
and freezing steps. Thus the composite support for a frozen confection as taught by Musher is 
not-frozen until the ice cream material is poured into the voids and the entire structure is frozen " 

Applicant's Independent claim 383 first recites: "A support for a frozen comestible..." 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Musher who does not show a non-frozen 
support. All of Musher' s embodiments as made and completed in the drawings, 
specification, and claims show a frozen support. * [E]ven though product-by-process 
claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of patentability is b ased on 
the product itself ." MPEP 21 13 Product-by-Process Claims, "...the end product, in both 
the prior art and the allowed process... ** 

Patentability is based on the product itself Therefore, Examiner 9 s rejection of Applicant's claims 
based on Musher' s steps to make his unit structure is moot. Musher does NOT show a non-frozen 
support. Examiner has admitted that Musher uses many different materials to make his support 
structure. 

Examiner further has admitted that the support is fully frozen at the completion of Musher' s 
support: "...Thus the composite support for a frozen confection as taught by Musher is not-frozen 
until the ice cream material is poured into the voids and the entire structu re is frozen. " (As 
above) Thus, Examiner agrees with Applicant that Musher has NOT anticipated Applicant's 
claims. I.e. "a claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
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found," 2131 Anticipation, as above. Therefore, for even this reason alone, Applicant's non- 
frozen support legally passes the novelty requirement of section 102 over the reference to 
Musher. Examiner has not established a prima facie case of anticipation. 

This limitation further clearly distinguishes over Musher. Musher 3 s invention requires a 
combination of a frozen support and a frozen comestible supported on the support. The 
fact that Musher's invention is a combined ice cream and support in all embodiments and 
Applicant's support does not require ice cream indicates that Applicant's support is novel 
over that of Musher. For this additional reason, Applicant's claims further satisfy the 
novelty requirement of section 102 over Musher. 

Claim 383 then recites: "... comprising an edible material, said edible material comprises two 
materials." 

This limitation further clearly distinguishes over Musher, as Musher does not show a 
material that comprises two materials. 

As related many times, Musher teaches of the different materials of a coating, 
flakes, wheat flakes, shredded wheat, and bran flakes. None of Musher's materials 
comprise two materials. 

Musher by his own hand teaches: 

"Also as a further embodiment, larger flakes* such as potato chips may be used, or 
dry melba toast or other dry baked materials may be used. Pg. 1> col. 2, lis. 1 5-20 

"With reference to the binding or coating materials of this invention..." Pg. 2, col. 
1, lis. 33-43 
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"The flakes or similar materials which form the unit structure, after they have 
been mixed or coated, or otherwise combined with the binder material ..." (pg. 3, 
col. 1, Us. 71-74). (Le different materials) 

"... This fat-milk mixture is then sprayed, or coated, or otherwise applied to the 
flakes or structure pieces and is allowed to congeal thereon ? 7 (Pg. 3, col 1, Us. 36- 
39) 

Examiner states that claims 383 and 394 are rejected since: 

"Musher teaches ice cream (frozen comestible) on an non-frozen edible support structure or a 
composite support whicii has at least two edible discernable (Le. perceptible) edible confectionary 
materials or components that are combined together to make the support, Le. two constituent 
ingredient materials,, . 

Examiner's argument does not demonstrate that Musher has anticipated Applicant's claims. 
Musher does not show a material that comprises two materials. Each of Musher" s materials show 
only raw ingredients. 

By statute, a U.S. patent is presumed to be valid. What a reference teaches is based on 
fact . Musher factually dictates, by his own hand, that his "unit structure" is made of many 
different materials, (see above) It is not a prerogative of examiner to invalidate the 
existing facts of a designers invention, and maintain the rqection without any factual 
evidence. Giving a term the "broadest reasonable interpretation" does not entitle an 
examiner to ignore the facts given in a reference, or from responding to an Applicant's 
claim as written, i.e. unlawfully eliminating limitations/terms from Applicant's claims 
during examination to maintain rejections, such as elimination the term "material" from 
"composite material." Applicants claims are clearly not anticipated. Musher clearly does 
not show a material that comprises two materials, or show a composite material. 
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Musher did not envision using A material comprising two materials in 1939. Applicant's 
material shows an overwhelming and markedly different material than that of any of the 
cited art. For this third reason, Applicant's novel support, having physically different 
structure, legally satisfies the novelty requirement of section 102 over Musher. Examiner 
has not established a prima facie case of anticipation. 

Feybusch Did Not Envision A Composite Material 
In 1926 

Claims 383-390, 392-402 are said to be rejected as being anticipated by Feybusch (US 1638480), 
as the support or cone taught by Feybusch comprises of two ingredient materials, i.e. cone 
making pastry material (such as sugar, flour etc) and edible adhesive material, such as, molasses^ 
and popcorn or nuts or brittle or puffed rice. The ingredients sugar, water and flour etc., that are 
typical ingredient of the pastry cone as taught by Feybusch comprise an ingredient in the support 
as recited in claims 383-385 and 394-396. 

Examiner's argument does not demonstrate that Feybush has anticipated Applicant's claims. 
Examiner(s) are aware of the merits of Applicant's claims. 

Applicant's Independent claim 383 recites: "A support for a frozen comestible comprising an 
edible material, said edible material comprises two materials." 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Feybusch who does not show an edible material 
that comprises two materials. Baked cone does not show two materials, since it shows 
only raw ingredients. Peanut brittle is a hard-crack boiled candy, which as cooled and 
completed, also does not show a material that comprises two materials. Molasses does not 
show two materials, only raw ingredients. Corn does not show two materials. The sugar, 
water and flour of Feybusch' s cone do not show a bite size material comprising two 
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materials, since sugar, water and flour are raw ingredients. Therefore, Applicant's novel 
edible material that comprises two materials passes the novelty requirement of section 102 
over Feybusch. 

Independent claim 394 recites: "A support for a frozen comestible comprising an edible composite 
material/' 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Musher, as Muster does not show a non-frozen 
support. Musher' s support is frozen in all embodiments, as examiner concurs, as above. 
Applicant's non-frozen support is novel over the frozen support of Musher and therefore 
legally passes the novelty requirement of 35 U.S.C. section 102. 

This limitation additionally clearly distinguishes over Musher, as Musher does not show a 
non-frozen edible composite material as all of his materials are frozen, which additionally 
satisfies the novelty requirement of section 102. 

This limitation further clearly distinguishes over Musher, since Musher* s invention 
requires a frozen support and a frozen comestible supported on the support in each and 
every embodiment of his invention. Applicant's support is novel over the combined 
support and ice cream of Musher* s supported "Frozen Confection/ 5 Therefore, 
Applicant's support for a frozen comestible is physical hardware that is novel over that of 
Musher, as above. Therefore, Musher has not anticipated Applicant's support, which is 
novel, and additionally satisfies the novelty requirement of section 102. 

This limitation further clearly distinguishes over Musher, as Musher*s does not show a 
material that comprises two materials, as each of Musher's materials show only raw 
ingredients. 
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This limitation fiirther clearly distinguishes over Mustier, as Musher does not show an 
edible composite material. Musher does not show a material that comprises two materials 
and hence does not show a composite material, i.e. a material that comprises two or more 
materials. Applicant's support therefore has novel physical structure over Musher and 
legally satisfies the novelty requirement of section 102. 

707.07(g) Piecemeal Examination 

Piecemeal examination should be avoided as much as possible. The examiner ordinarily should 
reject each claim on all valid grounds available, avoiding, bow-ever, undue multiplication of 
references. (SeeMPEP § 904.03.) 

Examiner has cited references to Feybusch (US 1638480) eight years after film? on 4/30/08 and 
Lane et al. (1690984) nine years after filing on 7/9/09. Lane has been brought up for the first 
time during the time that examiner states is a "Final Office Action." Examiner is partaking in 
improper piecemeal examination for nine years contrary to MPEP 707.07(g) and improper office 
actions. 

This limitation also clearly distinguishes over Feybusch,, as none of his materials of usual 
pastry cone, molasses, hard crack peanut brittle, corn, and nut show a material that 
comprises two materials, as above. Therefore, Feybusch does not show a composite 
material, a material that comprises two or more materials. 

Independent claim 403 is a means claim. 

Independent 40S recites: "A method of making a support for a frozen comestible comprising 
comprising an edible material, said edible material comprises two materials." 
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This limitation clearly distinguishes over Musher who does not show a material that 
comprises two materials, a non-frozen support, or a "support only,"as above. 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Feybusch, since Feybusch does not show an 
edible material that comprises two materials. 

Independent claim 412 recites: A method of making a support for a frozen comestible comprising 
comprising an edible composite material. 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Musher since Musher does not show a 
composite material, a material that comprises two or more materials, since each of his 
materials show only raw ingredients. This limitation also clearly distinguishes over Musher 
since Musher does not show a non-frozen material of any kind. Therefore, as above, he 
does not show an edible composite material. 

This limitation also clearly distinguishes over Feybusch, as each of Feybush's materials 
show only raw ingredients, as above. Therefore, he does not show an edible composite 
material. 

Therefore, Applicant's claims are novel over the cited references of both Musher and Feybusch 
under 35 USC section 102. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of the 
claims under section 102. 

Applicant's Edible Support is Not Obvious Regarding Feybusch 
In View of Lane Under Section 103 

Claim 391 is said to be rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Feybusch in 
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view of Lane et al. (US1690984). Examiner states: It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Feybusch based on the teachings from Lane 
and make the edible support comprising one material that has hollow confection length and 
another component that comprise a filling placed in said hollow length. 

The relied upon references: 

Feybusch teaches of a usual cone, item 10, a coating on the outside of a usual cone, hem 11, 
which is then rolled in popcorn, or the like, item 12, as above. 

Lane teaches of an inner cone, item 1 1, and an outer cone, item 12, and a filling, item 13, placed 
in between the two different cones. 

Applicant's dependant claim 391 recites: The support for a frozen comestible of claim 383 
wherein one of said two materials comprise an edible hollow confection length, wherein the other 
of said two materials comprise an edible filling placed in said hollow length, wherein said filling 
comprises a plurality of candy beads, colored sugar, flavored sugar, an edible confection rope, or 
a fluid ingredient, wherein said two materials comprise two materials placed concentrically. 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Feybusch as none of Feybusch' s materials 
comprise two materials, as above. 

This limitation clearly distinguishes over Lane, who's cone, whether it be the inner cone 
or the outer cone, does not show a material that comprises two materials. Baked cone 
shows only raw ingredients. Lane's filling also does not show a material that comprises 
two materials. Lane's filling, i.e. sweetened cream, icing, or the like, shows only raw 
ingredients. 
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The modification of Feybusch in view of Lane therefore does not show an edible material 
that comprises two materials, as none of the materials of either reference show a material 
that comprises two materials. Therefore, Applicant's claim 391 is not obvious with regard 
to the modification of Feybusch in view of Lane. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the independent claims are all novel and unobvious. The 
dependent claims recite additional features and therefore Applicant respectfully submits that they 
are all a fortiori allowable. 

Applicant therefore respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of claims 384-417. 

Applicant's Novel Support Shows Unexpected Results 

Applicant's edible material provides unique and unexpected results. No prior art known to 
Applicant has made a support that comprises an edible material that comprises two materials. 
Additionally, no prior art known to Applicant has made a support that comprises a composite 
material. Among other things, Applicant's support comprises synergism. Applicant's support can 
be made with caramel, which has "give" to it and which can hold a fractured cookie together and 
still be used dependably to support a frozen confection. An example is a support comprising the 
ingredients of a Twix (tin) candy/cookie bar. The caramel layer of a Twix Bar can hold the 
cookie portion together if the cookie is broken during transit to still dependably support ice 
cream. Another example, such as a Milky Way, has give to it and is difficult to break. Applicant's 
support can be made fester than that of the cited art, is less expensive to make with regard to 
material, use of machinery and man hours. Applicant's two or more materials can be layered, 
mixed, swirled, twisted, placed concentrically, or in any direction, or any combination of 
directions needed to make a very strong support. The cited art structures cannot replicate this. 

Applicant's material can be made in any thickness and in any shape, with or without voids, is 
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limitless in its configurations, variety of designs, flavors, and textures, and is not relegated to a 
preconceived structure, as is the prior art. 

Applicant's material can; also be a handle to hold, and a unique bite-size ingredient inside or 
outside the support, or inside or outside the supported comestible. Applicant includes a composite 
material for making either part of a support or the support itself The prior art has never 
considered or included, or used a composite material in a support for a frozen comestible, as far 
as Applicant is aware. This is truly novel. The support may even assist to keep a supported frozen 
comestible colder while it is being eaten from the inside out far longer than a cited art baked stick. 
The incorporation of synergism to resist stress against breakage into a support for a comestible is 
also truly unique, unanticipated, and novel, with unexpected and advantageous and dependable 
results. 

Response to Examiner's Arguments: 

Applicant does not agree with Examiner's Arguments or comments on pages 11-14 of the Office 
Action- 
Examiner has continued to change Applicants words, eliminate a limitations) from Applicant's 
claims and ignore the merits of Applicant's claims during examination, even though the merits are 
well known (response to restriction) to maintain rejection and therefore Examiner arguments are 
improper and moot. 

4. Section 707-07(1) of the Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP) instructs that: 

Where the applicant traverses any rejection, the examiner should, if he or she repeats the 
rejection, take note of the applicant's argument and answer the substance of it. 

Examiner has repeatedly held the claims rejected without factual evidence. Examiner has neither 
'taken note" of Applicants 3 argument nor "answered the substance" of Applicants' argument. 
Thus, the final Office Action is also deficient because the Office failed to satisfy the requirements 
of MPEP S 707.07(fl. 
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Conclusion 



For all of the above reasons, Applicant submits that the claims define novel structure under §102, 
which novel structure is unobvious and thus patentable under § 103 . Accordingly Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of all rejection and reconsideration and allowance of all the 
claims. 



Applicant submits that she has a novel and unobvious invention. She has made a diligent effort to 
amend the claims of this application so that they recite novel features of her invention, which she 
submits are unobvious. If, for any reason, the Examiner believes that the claims of this application 
are not yet in full condition for allowance, Applicant respectfully requests the Examiner's 
constructive assistance and suggestions pursuant to the spirit of MPEP §706, 03(d) and 
§707.070. This will enable the undersigned to place this application in fully allowable condition 
as soon as possible and without the need for further proceedings. 



Conditional Request For Constructive Assistance 



Very Respectfully, 




Alice O. Kiely 



71 Stonewall Court 



Yorktown Heights, NY 10598 



Tel. (914) 960-3506 
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Attached: 

Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary, tenth addition, copy of examiner's definition of 
"composite material" sent to Applicant. 3 pages. 

Certificate of Facsimile: I certify that on the date below, this document and referenced 
attachments, if any, will be fexed to the central fax number of 571-273-8300 to the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office ''Commissioner for Patents" Arlington, Virginia 223 13. 



2009 November 22, 




Alice O. Kiely 
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SEk^™^ 




Merriam- 

Webster's 

Collegiate* 
Dictionary 



TENTH EDITIO 



N 



Merriam-Webster, Incorporated 
Springfield, Massachusetts, U.S.A. 
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A GENUINE MERRIAM-WEBSTER 



The narhe Webster alone is no guarantee' of excellence. It is used by a 
number of publishers and may serve mainly to mislead an unwary buyer. 

Merriam-Webster™ \s the name you should look For when you consider 
the purchase of dictionaries or other fine reference books. It carries the 
..■reputation of a company.that has been publishing since 1831 -and is your 
assurance of quality and authority. 



o 



Copyright •© 1997 by Meiriam- Webster, Incorporated 
Philippines Copyright 1997 by Merriam- Webster, Incorporated 



Library nf Congress Calaloging in Publication Data 
Main entry under title; 

Merriam-Webster\s collegiate dictionary. ^ 10th ed. 
p. em. 
Includes index. 

ISBN 0-B7779-70&-O (unindexed : alk. paper). - ISBN 0-87779-709-9 (indexed 
alk. paper). — ISBN 0-B7779-710-2 (deluxe : altu paper).'— ISBN 0-8777M07-2 
(laminated cover). 

1. English language— Dictionaries. 1- Merriam- Webster, bic, 
PE1628.M36 1997 
423-dc20 

CIP 



Merriam-Wcbster's Collegiate® Dictionary, Tenth Edition principal copyright 1993 
COLLEGIATE is a registered trademark of Merriam -Webster, Incorporated 

All rights reserved. No part of this book covered by the copyrights hereon may be 
reproduced ^copied in any form or by any mean ^-graphic, dcrtronic. or mechani- 
cal, including photocopying, taping, or information storage and relneval systems— 
without written permission of the publisher. 

Made in the United States of America 
1920RMCN97 
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complexioaal • compound fracture 

; overall aspect or characcr <b> changing the — of the legislative 
branch — Trevar Armbristcri — <om«plex*ion*aI V-shral, -sha-n i\ 
adj — com-plex-lottcd \-sh:md\ cdj 

com.plcx i-ty Nksm-'plek-so-te. l'am-\ n, pi -lies (1685) 1 : the dual- 
ity or state of being complex 2 : something complex 

complex number n (I860) : a number of the form c -i- by/ — I where 
a and bare real numbers , 

complex plAne n (en.. 1909) : a plant whoa* points are identified oy 
means of complex numbers; em ; auganddiagra m 

com-plt-ance \k3m-'plion<t)&\ « (1647) 1 a : the act or process of 
complying to a desire, demand, or proposal or to coercion b : confor- 
mity in fulfilling official requirements 1 : a disposition lo yield to 
Others 3 : the ability of an objeci to yield dasticnlly when a force is 

applied : nxximurv 

cora-plt-an-cy \-3n<iV*c\ n (1643) : compliance 

com-pli-ant \-»nt\ adj (1642) : ready or disposed to comply ^ suuuis- 
sivb — com-pll-anWy adv . . n _ D . 

COm*pli'Ca«cy VkSnr-pli-lca^eN n. pf -cies pcomplrcate} tea. I 828 J I 
. : the quality or state of being complicated 2 : something that is com- 
pklcated 

icom-pli-calc Vkam-pla-.kat\ rr -cat-ed: -cat-hij? (1 621) I : to com- 
bine esp. in an involved or inextricable manner 2 : to make complex 
or difficult 3 : ikvolvE: esp i to cause to be more complex or severe (a 
virus disease, ofwnpftcared by baclcrial infection > 

icom-pli-cate Vpfi-Vc»C\ adj [L compihatus, pp. of compiicare to fold 
together, fr. rem- +• piienre to fold — more at n.Y] (1638) 1 : COM* 

PLEX. INTRICATE 2'. CONDUPUCATtf . . 

com-pli -cat-ed Vkam-pJjJ-Jia-tadV adj (1656.1 1 : consisting, of parts 
intricately combined 2 t diffizuli to anaty2e. understand, or cxp.ain 
syn sec com Pi EX — cora.pll-cat-edly adv — c»nvpu«cat»ed*ness n 

convpli-cn-tton XJeam-nls-'kfl-shanV n (1 Sc) t a : compi.exity. tNTM- 
CA.CY; esp : a situation or a, detail of character complicating the maw 
thread of a plot b : a making difficult, involved, or intricate c : * 
complex or int ricatc feature or clement d : a difficull factor or isstic 
often appcarioE unexpectedly and chunking existing plans, methods, or 
attitudes 2 : a secondary disease or condition developing to the 
course of a primary disease or condi I ion 

com-plice Vlcani-pl«. 'fcpm-N n [ME. fr. MR :r. LL comphc- compiex. 
fr. L. closely connected, fr. ccmpU'careJ 05c) etrvkaic z associate 

Com-pUost \kom''pK-sat\ adj (1973) : having complicity 

com-pUcit-Oie v'pli-sa-tasX ad} I 1 860) : COMrUOT . . 

com-plic-My \kam-'pIi-ff(^)tC\ w. pi -ties (ca. 1656) 1: association 
or participation in or as if in n wrongful act 2 : an instance of com- 
plicity , 

con>pU*er \-*pli(-o>rt n 06&0) : one that complies 

icom-pli-mcDt Wiim-pl^-mantA n IF. rr It cwnpit/nciia fr. Sp cmr:- 
pilmieiuc. Fr. cum p Or :o be courteous — more at COMPLY] 1 165*1 I a 
: an expression of esteem, respect- jifection, nr admiration; esp : an 
admiring remark b t formal and respectful recognition : HONOR 2 pi 
: best wishes : regards <accept my — .0 of seasoci) 

icom-pU^nent \-,ment\ vi (1735) I : tc p:iy a complimeni to 2 : to 
present with a token of esteem 

com-pli'ineri'ta-ry \Jcam-pl3-'men-t(3.)r£\ adj (1716) 1 a : express- 
infi or containing a compliment b : pavora3le <the novel received ~ 
rcviews) 2 : given free as a courtesy or favor <— uckcbv — com»pil- 
mert*ta'ri4y \.'mcn-i(3-)r>-lc -Umcri. , icr-3-I£\ adv 

complimentary close n U01» i tht words <us stnceniy yaun.} that 
conventionally come immediately before tbc si&naturc 01 a letter and 
express the sender's regard for ihc receiver — called also compiiincrt- 
ftj/y closing t . , 

corn- P line \Tcam-p1an, -.plln\ n. often tap [ME compitrtc compitc. ir. 
OF compile, modif. of LL compUta, fr. U fsm. of comphrtus complete] 
(13c): the seventh and last of the can oni=al hours . . 

■corn-plot \1tam-,prat\ rt [MF compfot crowd, piotj \\577) crcftaic 
: ?LOT. CONSPIRACY 

^cooi-plot \kam-^lat, kam-N vb ( 1579) orchese i ?tor 
con»*ly \kwn-*pli\ w com.plied; com-pJy-inE ill rompfire fr. Sp 
cuinpiir to complete, perform what is d«e, be coarteous, modif. of L 
complcr* to compfct eft 1602) I obs : to be ceremoniously cour terms 
2 : to conform or adapt one 1 * actions to another's wishes, to a rule, or 

CMnSo^'kSm-Op^ n. pi compos [short for compositia n} ( 1 92 3) : any 
ol various composition materials , 

icom>po-ncirt ^ksm-'po-nant, Tcim^. komA n [L componctu-. compo- 
nent, prp of cam pone re to put together — more at COMPOUND] UD43J 
1 • a constituent pare : INGREDIENT 2 a : any one of the vector terms 
added to form a vector %uir. or resultant h : a coordinate of a vector; 
also : cither member o>" an ordered pair oi numbers syn see BLE.MENT 
— comtpo-tten-tinl Vkam-pa-'nenUVshaiX adj 

acDmponent adj (1664) : serving or hdpine to constitute : constiti:- 

•com.porl Vkam-'pGrt. -"p6rt\ vb [MF compoi-fcr to bear, conduct, fr. I. 
comportare to brine toitcthei. fr. com- + porfar* to carry — more at 
FARE) W (J58°> : to befiUina : aCCCRD <ndions that ~ with poIicy> 
vf : BEHAV& c*p : to behave in o manner conformable to what is 
righi, proper, or expected ( — cd biroscU well in the crisis) syn see 
behave. — com-port-ment N-mont\ n 

icom*ortVkam^poru-,p6rt\n{177l): COMPOTE 2 

coon 'pose Vkwi-'nozN vb eom-posed; coro-pos-trut [ME, fr. Mr corn- 
poscr, fr. L componem (pcrf. indie, compoxuil — more at compound] vi 
(15c) 1 a i to form by puttins toeether : FASHION <a committee com- 
posed of three representatives — Current fffo&> b ; to form the sub- 
stance of : constitute (compcsed of many ingrements> c : to produce 
(as columns or pases of typeV by composition 2 a ; to create by men- 
tal or artistic labor : produce <~ a sonnet) b (1 ) : to formulate anc 
write (a piece of music) (2) : tn compose music for 3 : to deal wth 
or net on bo 3* to reduce to a minimum < — Ihelr difference*) 4 : to 
arrange in proper or orderly Torm 5 : to free from agitation : calm. 
SETTLE {composed himself) ^ vi : to practice composition 

com*posed \-'po7.d\ adj (1607) : free from agitation : ci\l.f*,tsp : self* 
possessed syn i« cool — com-pos-ed-ly \-'po-7=»d-lg\ ndv — - com- 
pos<ed-ness VpcVz»d-nss\ " 

com-pos-CT Uam-'po-zaA n (1597): one that composes; esp : a person 
who writes music 



composing room n (1737) : the department in a printing oifict»k, * 
typesetting and related operations arc performed 

composine stick n (1679) : a tray ' '^-^ 

with an adjustable slide that a compos- 
ite! holds in one hand and sets type 
into with the other 

iconvpos-fte \kam-'pa-zat, kotn- \ esp 




Brir *tam-pa-zil\ adj [L composite. PP. 
of comptrnffrf] (1563) 1 : made up or 
distinct parts: as a cap : relating to or 
being a modification of the Corinthian 
order combining angular Ionic volutes 
with the acanthms-citckd bell of the 
Corinthian b : of or relating to a very 
larae famDy (Corn positae) of dicotyle- 
donous herbs* shrubs, and trees often , 
considered to be the most highly evolved plants and cbaracrj 
florets arranged in dense heads that resemble sinsle flowers .e-:^ 
able into two or more prime factors other than 1 and itself £j jitf; 
live ~ integer) 2 : combining the typical or essential. cfiajgc^ 
nf individuals making up a group (the ~ man called tbe Poei ^L_, 
ard Poirier> 3^ sixttlsticct hypothesis : specifying a ran^^.^gj 
for one or more statistical parameters — compare SIMPLE 10 -^t^\ 
pos-itc-ly adv , .;. Aw'jfA 

^composite n (1656) I : soroctbmg composite : TOMptjuwd: Iji 
composite plant 3: cOMrOsrTE F1 j *nct10N 4; a solid naaterial wfiieji 
com posed of two or mere substances having difTerent phydeatcBi*! 
t eristics and in which each substance retains its MenUty while coui' 
utine desirable properties to the whole; esp : a structural cuteil 
made of plastic within which a fibrous material (as silicon. sartiMi 
embedded - v ..?* \ 

acomposite vi -it-ed^ -il-irtc (132S) : to make composite or mt^BoW^ 
thing composite (cimpositcd four soil samples) ■ *; - t :: g 

composite function n ( 1 965) : a Function whose values are founJfpjt 
two given functions by applying one funcli cm lo an indepetdentTiifj 
able and then applying, the second function to the result- and via if 
domain consists of those value* of the .independent vimabh; for **J* 
i he result yielded by the first function lies in the domain of theieatf ( : 
.eom.po-si-tion \.karn-p?- # ii-s}»n\ n (ME corTipasfcfCHn. fr. MP im| : 
si lion. fr. L. composition', composition f r componcre} U 4cJ _l a : ttoa h 
or process of com poping; specif : arrangement into specific DrbfCrfa k 
or rdatioo xnd esp. into artistic form b- U) : tbx arransenien: atlff|: 
for printin* (hand ~> (2) i the production of type or typoCTjct 
cha meters Taa In photocomposition) arranged for printing 2 n ftC 
manner in which something is composed b : general makeuKg^ 
tlianeine ethnic — of the aty —Leonard Buder> c : the ojaEtt&i 
and CTJantitativc makeup of a chemical compound 3 : nrutcw 
merit or agreement * : a product of mixing or combining -™ 
elements or ingrodienL*; 5 : an intdlectual creation: as * r a r _ 5| 
writing; esp : a school exercise in the form of a one* essay ; b : 
ten piece of music esp. of considerable size and complexity 6?ni 
Quality or state of beiog compound 7 the operation orf«gl| 
composite function; ahc : composite, function — c»m-po-Jl4UW|- : 
V-'tlsh-tial . -"zi-jh^nTX adj — co m-po : si»ti on-nlJy adv ^ U 

com.pos-i-tor \kam- , pi-r>t5r\ n (1569) : one who sets W * j^J 
com-pos raen-tis Vkam-pos-'teiefl-taaV adj tl~ I?-. h? v ^B 
one's mind] (1616) : of sound mind, memory, and understand**; • % 
»com.post N'kam-.pOst. esp Brti -*past\ n [MF, fr ML cornp^m^g 
neut- of eornpaatui, compost ux Pi>. of camponem\ ( 13 8 H * - *™JS 
that consists largely oT decayed organic matter and is used farm' 
ing and conditioning land 2 : MiXTUltE. compound - ' • ; f . f: 

icompost w ( 1 829) : to convert (as plant debns) to "^P^L^. 
com.po-sure Mcam-'pO-zharS n (1647) : a calmnesa or 
mind, bearing, or appearance : sxlP-POSSESSSON syn see Wi^g* 
com pote Vkam-jJotV n [F, fr. OF compost*. fr- i^W?,, 
compostus. pp.3 (1693) X : a dessert offnut «K)fced u, 6 yrup 
bowl of glaiifi, porcelain, or metal usu. with a base and rtemftoaw 
compotes. Tf uitt, nuts, or sweets are served * ^ 

icom-pound Vkam-'paW, kam-'. Vam-A vb \MB compound 
compotidre. fr. L componere. tr com- + ponere .to put — »^V5 
TiONl yt ( 14c) ■ : to put together (parts) so aA to form a wttOK 
bine <~ ingredient*) 2 : to form by combining parts (r* 
3 a : to settle amicably : ■delist by agreement b r to aartf 
consi deration not to prosecute (an offense) C~ a fcJotny) * _ *• ^ 
(interest) on both the accrued interest and the pnr^ir^ & . 
x AfGMErrr <we ~ed our error in later policy —Robert 
~ vi 1 : to become joined in a compound 2 : to 5f \? 2T*# 
COtn-pound-abie V-'paun-da-bai. -,paun-\ a* . ^ 



A interest a (.660) : interest ci 

e.'W Blp y microscope n («. 1859) : a n 
^SJoimd Jf •"JSgSe mourned in a dru^ 
^'^dSumhK i n (15cr r a number (as 
cOtf^iSiSiion* or more than one unit 

" ,den iXr wm-pra^orc \.kam-pra-'i 
C«m-r**Tn 840> I : « Chinese age^. ^8 

IU.. bu>«'J > 1 8 Tr\,-,U charge of its Chinese 

vt CMC. fr 

M^ti^wm cmsp — marc ai get] I* 

ii.*Jn,«r b * knowledge gained by comr 

SSif *ide mertul.srusp (- knowlcd, 
a^-com pre4icn*s»ve-nejs *i 
tcenvxc&s \kam- ?rc»\ vd (ME. fr. LL co» 
cf L eirmflrtmw to complex, .r. com- 4- 
KESS) vi h4c) I ; io pre» or squeeze to 
orvofamc«ifb>sau«wng ~* W : to uo 

h."rrawprrnarcl (l5fl9r 1 : a folded . 
pre* open a body pan 2 : a machine for 
crjra*rESsed \k?ni-'nrni cr/w Tarn -A adj 
: reduced in size at volume (a* by pressv. 
• . . . . - • ftattene 



2c?m.pound Wam-.paimd, kam-', JWD--V adj [ME compcc^P^| 
cv/Tzpoan-m] (14c> 1 : camposed of or rcsuluag frorn 
elements, ingredients, or parts: a* a : composed ofJJ" 11 ? 
elements esp. of a kind usu. independent (a ~" plant ovary/, w . 



thTblade'drvided to the midrib and forming cwo or ma f§J^k^?t 
common axis <a - leaf) 2 : involving or «pd in , bm c^S? 
o/a wpjt/ : constituting- a compound b of a sentence . b**»*-h\_ 
more main clauses . 
>CfHn*pouxHl \"kam- ( prvund\ nll530J 
PCD cms that are words (as ruwboat, fcwn jc/uwj. BL '"";'^- fl f 
Cord (as anthropolc&y. kilocycle. buMer) consisung of anf 01 
combinations of words, combining farms, or artfcees j* ? 
farmed by a union of dements or parts; exp : a o^an" 
formed by r^errncal cnior. of two or more ingredtcnu » 

^m^nd^J^sPaundX^n Tby folk etymology fr. Mf 1 ** , 
croup of buildings, village] (1679) : ^fenced or waikd-m 
ing a eroop of buildings and esp. rendencei . s MKI (fBf 

compound-complex «ri/(J923) c/a.«nte«ce : having t^^.'Sg 
main clauses and one c* more subordinate clauses ^ A[J 

compound eye /i 11836) : an eye (as of an insect) made up ^ 

^STp^nilSfe » (1543) : a bon^fr^r.suW^ ^'Sl 
wound through which bo«c fragments uul protrude .... > ■ -T, 



1 n : □ word cansistipaff^l 
:h schooL dcyi^nay-co^- 



rjtjecled to i*ompressioni 



i nanro* from side ir. sid* and deep in 
nro-pressed-ly Vkam-'prest-te. - pre-sad- 
compresscd air n 1166m : air under pre 
aicnospHen: 

c»ii-pcess*ible \t3m-"pre-sa.lwl\ adj (c 
ccaaprcuect— com-presvibil-l-ty \->P r = 

earo-preS'Sion V-tatn-'Fre-shanV » (15c) 
result of com pressing b s the stale of be 
ceisol compte»sing the fuel miamre in a 
bns'.ion engine (as in an autc mobile) 3 
p(ut — com-prcs-sion-a) v-'presh-n*!, - 

tomaressional wave n (1837) : a Ion git t 
propagated by the elastic compression < 
cwipfetsion *\rvx* 

cpniiiret'SrTe Warn -'pre* si v\ adji\ 572) 
iioa 2: te.- Jint to compress — corn-pr 
com-vrcs*or Vprc-s=rV n (1839) : ooi 
nrusde that comnresses a part b ; a mac 
com- prise \kajn-"pru\ »i convprlscd; 
wrnpni. pp. of com prendre, lr. L compre 
esp. within a particular scope (civifiza 
would then certainly have comprised the 
•ltd in cur mind J with "devcJ oped M rath 
JTmet Lit Supp. 1 ) 2: lo be made up or • 
filt> buildings —Jane Jacobs) 3 : comp 
Hon as to what a literary generatioi 
Peewit of our mUilary forces are corjrpns 
Vsze Although it has been in use sine* 
Rilill attacked as wrong. Why it has b< 
jnmi comparatively nxent limes it *a: 

writiaji rather than belles 
wows a ilight shiEi in uia^e: sense 3 : 
[«em literary use than the earlier sens* 
ever, Uut tf ynu use c«nsc J you may t> 
■J* jnd you may want to choose a safe 

«"-pro-mise Vk*am-pra- 1 mtz\ n [ME, 
*™r i decision, fr. MF compramis. fr 
^Vromlisus, pp. of com promiiw re to 
Jim-l e [ P P^misc — more at promi 
h\ iSJ c ^L bi ' a iWtration or by consent 
■i scihetrnrig intermediate between or t 
"wrl^ 5 * 2 : a tenccssion to somcihi 

•^rwpramise vb -mlsed; -mis.fn R vi < 
toift Si SC .i° ^^^^ discredit, or m 
j« j^s convn?m£wd> c: to cause thi 
Ca seriously comp^ 
>- - *** - &r«Tieni ay mutual conccssi' 



entarJfA.^r their principles) — a 



i£5?Z\}^ ^'n-'tro-iar. ■karrt4p)-.. 

^taS^ 5 ^Ptrvdilurcs 2 : apu 
fe -SSS^Ji n . d »"p«tim« ccriirt« 

W( 5,011 ^m-'pal-shanV n [ME, 
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